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Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed December 6"^, 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Schein and Huxley fail to teach, "extracting a plurality of 
keyword wherein the additional keyword is relevant to the input retrieval keyword but 
belongs to a different genre from the genre of the input retrieval keyword". The 
examiner respectfully disagrees. Huxley discloses examples of when a user enters 
keyword of one genre and the query retrieves additional keyword of from another 
genre (see column 7, lines 35-50). Examples are illustrated in figures 36-41 , 
wherein search for John Williams (name genre) shows additional retrieved keyword 
(job title genre, 'American Composer', see figure 37) or alternatively, additional 
retrieved keyword (movie title genre, see fig. 38) related to the name. 

For the reasons stated above, the rejection is maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification sliall conclude witli one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 9-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 9-10 recite the limitation "the particular genre" in line 2. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The particular genre has 
been best understood to be the genre of the input retrieval keyword. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 6, 9-13, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Schein et al. (US Pat. 6,1 33,909) in view of Huxley et al. (US Pat. 6.1 34.547). 

In regards to claim 1, Schein teaches an electronic program guide retrieval 
method (see column 1 , lines 49-56) comprising the steps of: 

Receiving an input retrieval keyword from a client side (see column 2, lines 18- 
23); 

Accessing a dictionary database based on an input retrieval keyword; (see 
column 13, lines 33-39). 

Extracting at least one additional keyword (e.g. additional keywords are shown 
as relevant results for query "DR.") from dictionary database as a function of the 
input retrieval keyword, wherein each of the plurality of additional keywords are 
related to the input retrieval keyword (see column 13, lines 36-43). 

Schein additionally discloses searching an electronic program guide database 
(see column 13, lines 10-16) that stores electronic program guide data as a function 
of the first keyword and at least one of additional keywords (in order to find a 
relevant search results to a user's query, the EPG data has to be stored with a 
portion of the keyword, that enables it to be identified as a query result); and 
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Schein shows the step of identifying programs of interest related to a particular 
perform of interests (e.g. input retrieval keyword was of performers genre, and user 
enters "Seinfeld" under the category performer, the system would identify the Jerry 
Seinfeld series as being of potential interest to the user. See column 13, lines 10- 
20), and therefore shows the correlation of keywords of one genre to another genre 
in the EPG. While Schein shows the system flagging titles in favorites that maybe of 
interest based on a given performer, Schein is silent on the step of retrieving 
additional keyword from the dictionary database based on an input search query. 

In an analogous art, Huxley discloses a flexible database search operation, 
wherein the user may submit a query under one category, and the system retrieves 
additional keyword of from another genre (see column 7, lines 35-50). Examples are 
illustrated in figures 36-41, wherein search for John Williams (name genre) shows 
additional retrieved keyword (job title genre, 'American Composer', see figure 37) as 
well as additional retrieved keyword (movie title genre, see fig. 38) related to the 
name. See also figures 29-32, wherein keyword input "cult film" yields a plurality of 
movie titles related to the word. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Schein in view of Huxley's flexible search methods, 
so that when a user enters a particular keyword, additional keywords related to the 
input keyword can be extracted even when the additional keyword are of different 
genre than the input keyword. Accordingly, each and every limitation of claim 1 is 
taught by the combination of Schein in view of Huxley. 
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Claim 11 is an apparatus claim corresponding to the method claim 1, and 
is analyzed and rejected as previously discussed. 

As to claim 6, Schein discloses a method wherein the retrieval keywords and 
the at least one extracted additional keyword are interrelated to each other. (Schein 
column 13, lines 1- 20 & 33-48). Accordingly, each and every limitation of claim 6 is 
taught by the combination of Schein in view of Huxley. 

Applicant's claim 9 recites the EPG of claim 1 , where when the particular 
genre is relevant to cooking, while the different genre is relevant to cooks. As 
discussed above, the combined teachings of Schein and Huxley teach the limitation 
where user may input any type of keyword, and additionally, when searching for a 
name, the additional keyword displays the job title of the person as well as the 
movies/programs affiliated with the name. Examiner further takes Official Notice that 
at the time of the invention, programs of cooking genre were well known in the art at 
the time of the invention and as such EPG contained program information of 
programs related cooking genre. As such it would be obvious to further modify the 
system to enable a user to input a keyword pertaining to a cook (e.g. Julia Child) and 
obtain show/movie titles related to the cook. Thus, Schein, and Huxley contain all 
limitations of claim 9. 

Applicant's claim 10 recites the EPG of claim 1, wherein the particular genre 
is relevant to place names; the different genre is relevant to names of persons. The 
example of Huxley discloses that when a user types in a keyword such as 'John 
Williams', the related search retrieves additional keyword related to the person 
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wherein tlie additional l<eyword includes an adjective related to place name (e.g. 
American Composer). Huxley additionally discloses that any keywords maybe used 
as an input retrieval keyword. Therefore there exists scenarios, wherein a user may 
enter "American composer" (i.e. input retrieval keyword genre has an adjective 
related to place names) and the retrieved keywords is names of people that are 
American composers. Therefore the combined teachings of Schein, and Huxley 
contain all limitations of claim 10. 

As to claim 12, Schein's system contains a database, which could be located 
in the set-top box, television, or the like (i.e., client side), (column 9, lines 21-36). 
Accordingly, each and every limitation of claim 12 is taught by the combination of 
Schein in view of Huxley. 

As to claim 13, Schein teaches a system containing a database, which could 
be accessed via the Internet (i.e., data server side), see column 8, lines 62-67 thru 
column 9, lines 1-9. Accordingly, each and every limitation of claim 13 is taught by 
the combination of Schein in view of Huxley. 

Applicant's claim 21 recites the EPG system of claim 1 1 , wherein the program 
information includes data relevant to place names. As discussed above, the 
combination of Schein in view of Huxley contains all limitations of claim 1 . 
Specifically, Schein discloses a method of searching an EPG database (column 1, 
lines. 49-56), wherein, via an interface, a user can enter certain attributes (i.e., 
keywords) (column 2, lines 18-23), which retrieve information relevant to the entered 
keyword from the EPG database (column 12, lines 66-67 thru column 13, lines 1-20 
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& 33-48). Once the relevant information is retrieved, tlie user selects the desired 
EPG data (column 13, lines 33-48). But, Schein fails to specifically disclose whether 
the program information retrieved can be relevant to place names. However, since 
Schein's system can retrieve any information contained on the database, which is 
relevant to the keyword, it would have been obvious that this information could 
contain data relevant to place names if the user entered a keyword related to a place 
name. For example, if a user enters "cowboys" as a keyword, Schein's system would 
likely retrieve a Dallas Cowboys football game to be played in Texas. Or, if a user 
were to input "geographic", Schein's system would likely retrieve any programs listed 
on the geography channel, some of which would be relevant to place names. In 
essence, would have been obvious that Schein's system could retrieve data relevant 
to place names because it is highly likely various programs listed on the database 
are related to or contain place names. Thus, Schein contains all limitations of 
applicant's claim 21 . 

6. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being patentable over Schein et al. 
(US Pat. 6,1 33,909) in view of Huxley et al. (US Pat. 6.1 34.547) and further in view 
of Livowsky (US Pat. 6,598,030). 

Applicant's claim 7 recites the EPG of claim 1 , wherein when part of a 
retrieval keyword is entered, the entire keyword and the relevant-keyword 
information are retrieved from a database storing previously input keywords in a 
predetermined order. As discussed above, the combination of Schein in view of 
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Huxley contains all limitations of applicant's claim 1, and additionally discloses that 
when a partial keyword is input, at least one additional keyword maybe extracted 
(see Schein, column 1 3, lines 34-43) but fails to disclose whether the system is 
capable of storing previously entered keywords in a predetermined order. However, 
within the same field of endeavor, Livowsky discloses a method of searching a 
database, whereby the database "learns" from a user's past entries (i.e., keywords) 
and updates the database accordingly, (column 2, lines 26-33; column 8, lines 8-15). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in this art at the time 
of applicant's invention to combine the modified teachings of Schein and Beach with 
the "learning" capability of Livowsky's database in order to provide the user with a 
more expansive and flexible searching tool, which would be capable of updating the 
database. 

7. Claim 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Schein et 
al. (US Pat. 6,133,909) in view of Huxley et al. (US Pat. 6.134.547) and further in 
view of Beach et al. (US Pre Grant Pub. 2003/0014753). 

Applicant's claim 14 recites the EPG system of claim 11, wherein said client 
downloads and stores the program information. As discussed above, Schein and 
Huxley contain all limitations of claim 1 1 , but fail to teach whether the client is 
capable of downloading and storing program information. However, within the same 
field of endeavor. Beach further discloses the client unit is capable of downloading 
and storing program information. (Page 1, Par. (0018)). Therefore, it would have 
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been obvious to one ordinarily sl<illed in tliis art at tlie time of applicant's invention to 
combine the modified EPG of Schein in view of Huxley with the client side 
downloading/storing capability of Beach in order to provide the client with an efficient 
method of storing EPG programming. 

8. Claims 15 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schein et al. (US Pat. 6,1 33,909) in view of Huxley et al. (US Pat. 6.1 34.547) and 
Livowsky (US Pat. 6,598,039). 

Applicant's claim 15 recites the EPG system of claim 11, wherein the client 
access a necessary part of the data server via a routing server, which stores route 
information for the data server. As discussed above, the combination of Schein and 
Huxley contains all limitations of applicant's claim 1 1 , but fails to disclose the 
additional limitations of claim 15. However, within the same field of endeavor, 
Livowsky discloses a searching database wherein the user accesses the desired 
portion of the system database (i.e., data server) via a system server, which 
distributes (i.e., routes) the search requests among core engines (column 2, lines 
44-57; column 4, lines 1-12 & 30-36). Accordingly, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of applicant's invention to combine the EPG 
of Schein and Huxley with the multiple server system of Livowsky in order to provide 
a more efficient searching system. 

In regard to claim 23, Schein discloses an EPG retrieval system comprising: 
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A data server including a plurality of databases, one of which is a television 
electronic program guide database for storing program information of an EPG (see 
column 8, lines 62-67 and column 9, lines 1-9) containing only (this is inherent 
because Schein teaches identifying each show with various identifiers so that a 
selection/search criteria matching that identifier produces results matching only 
those preset identifiers defined by a EPG provider and not some arbitrary identifier; 
see column 11, lines 46 thru column 14, line 10) keywords determined by an EPG 
provider as retrieval keywords; 

A client having a certain data storage capacity (hard disk 14) comprising input 
means (user input 20) for inputting a retrieval keyword for retrieving the program 
information (see column 3, lines 24-32); 

A dictionary database provided at the data server side and the client side for 
storing retrieval keywords and relevant keywords to said retrieval keywords (see 
column 13, lines 33-43); 

Receiving an input retrieval keyword from a client side (see column 2, lines 18- 
23); 

Extracting at least one additional keyword (e.g. additional keywords are shown 
as relevant results for query "DR.") from dictionary database as a function of the 
input retrieval keyword, wherein each of the plurality of additional keywords are 
related to the input retrieval keyword (see column 13, lines 36-43). 

Schein additionally discloses searching an electronic program guide database 
(see column 13, lines 10-16) that stores electronic program guide data as a function 
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of the first l<eyword and at least one of additional keywords (in order to find a 
relevant search results to a user's query, the EPG data has to be stored with a 
portion of the keyword, that enables it to be identified as a query result); and 

Schein shows the step of identifying programs of interest related to a particular 
perform of interests (e.g. input retrieval keyword was of performers genre, and user 
enters "Seinfeld" under the category performer, the system would identify the Jerry 
Seinfeld series as being of potential interest to the user. See column 13, lines 10- 
20), and therefore shows the correlation of keywords of one genre to another genre 
in the EPG. While Schein shows the system flagging titles in favorites that maybe of 
interest based on a given performer, Schein is silent on the step of retrieving 
additional keyword from the dictionary database based on an input search query. 

In an analogous art, Huxley discloses a flexible database search operation, 
wherein the user may submit a query under one category, and the system retrieves 
additional keyword of from another genre (see column 7, lines 35-50). Examples are 
illustrated in figures 36-41, wherein search for John Williams (name genre) shows 
additional retrieved keyword (job title genre, 'American Composer', see figure 37) as 
well as additional retrieved keyword (movie title genre, see fig. 38) related to the 
name. See also figures 29-32, wherein keyword input "cult film" yields a plurality of 
movie titles related to the word. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Schein in view of Huxley's flexible search methods, 
so that when a user enters a particular keyword, additional keywords related to the 



Application/Control Number: 09/866,245 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2623 

input l<eyword can be extracted even wlien tlie additional l<eyword are of different 
genre tlian tlie input l<eyword. Accordingly, each and every limitation of claim 1 is 
taught by the combination of Schein in view of Huxley. 

The combination of Schein and Huxley however fails to disclose a routing 
server having an access unit for accessing selectively the database and routing 
information, wherein the client sends the relevant keyword to the routing server and 
accesses one of the databases via the routing server and performs retrieval by 
accessing program information by selecting the route to the database. 

Livowsky discloses a searching database wherein the user accesses the 
desired portion of the system database (i.e., data server) via a system server, which 
distributes (i.e., routes) the search requests among core engines (column 2, lines 
44-57; column 4, lines 1-12 & 30-36). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of 
applicant's invention to combine the EPG of Schein and Huxley with the multiple 
server system of Livowsky in order to provide the client access to databases at the 
data server using routing servers for various routes for load balancing, thereby 
providing a more efficient searching system. 

9. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Schein et 
al. (US Pat. 6,133,909) in view of Huxley et al. (US Pat. 6.134.547) and further in 
view of Lee et al. (US Pat. 6,463428). 
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Applicant's claim 18 recites the EPG system of claim 11, wherein said dictionary 
database stores previously input keywords so that the input keywords are included 
in the relevant-keyword information, and the stored keywords are arranged in order 
of frequency of use. As discussed above, the combination of Schein in view of 
Huxley contains all limitations of claim 1 1 , but fails to teach the limitations of claim 
18. However, within the same field of endeavor, Lee et al discloses a system 
capable of storing keywords and ranking them based upon their frequency of use 
(column 5, lines 8- 1 6; column 15, lines 10-64; Fig. 18). Accordingly, it would have 
been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in this art at the time of applicant's invention to 
combine the EPG of Schein with the retrieval keyword storage capability of Lee et al 
in order to provide the user with a more efficient searching system. 

Conclusion 

10. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from 
the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
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period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final 
action. 

1 1 .Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to USHA RAMAN whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7380. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri: 9am-6pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Christopher Kelley can be reached on (571) 272-7331 . The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like 
assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571- 
272-1000. 

/Chris Kelley/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 
Unit 2623 
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